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Abstract
The study is an analysis of factors that contribute to kin support and family
bonds among a sample of employed African Americans (N-188). The
secondary analysis examined differential levels of kin support for female
and male respondents, and assessed the comparative influence of other
variables, including income level, education level, religious bonds, and
family bonds_. Findings pointed out t}:lat there was a clear contrast between·
genders in relation to.strength of kin support. Female respondents
demonstrated higher levels of support for close relatives (m= l .58, SD=.62),
as well as stronger family bonds (F(4,153)=4.080, p<.005, R [squared] of
.096), based on frequency o_f contact, proximity of relatives, and so. forth.
Implications are discussed in relation to social work family intervention in
an era of widespread public reductions in income maintenance programs
such_ as Temporary Aid to Needy Families.
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CHAPTERl
INTRODUCTION

As the social work profession enters the midpoint of the first decade
of the 21 st Century, African American families appear to be facing new
challenges that will test their resiliency in ways not seen in many, many
years. African American citizens remain at the bottom rung of the
socioeconomic ladder, and the conservative political and economic climate
in the United States give no indication that future opportunities for major
positive change are on the horizon (U.S. Census Bµreau, 2000). As a
consequence of this ongoing social and economic morass, African
Americans are under increasing strain to sustain and support the members of
their families (Staples & Johnson, 2005). African Americans are finding
that competition for even the most menial jobs is very strong. Immigrants
and White women in domestic service jobs in restaurants, airports, and
department stores are increasingly displacing them. This problem is
particularly evident in communities with large immigrant populations, where
members of many different ethnic groups compete for low-wage
employment, and merchants from other ethnic groups have substantial
commercial influence and tend to hire their own countrymen (Staples &
1

Johnson, 2000). At the same time, social policies are being developed and
implemented that put a greater priority on the economic and military
institutions, as opposed to the family institution, and African Americans are
increasingly falling victim to the technological divide, and lack the skills to
compete in the current information-based and technological-driven economy
(Staples & Johnson, 2000). The net resultis that government is increasingly
ignoring the well-being of African American families, especially those in the
lower socioeconomic levels.
Statement of the Problem

Government support fo� African American families continues to
experience a major decline, which began in the early 1980s .. lncreasi�gly,
African American families are being negatively affected by economic and
welfare policies such as Temporary Aid to Needy Families {TANF) t�at not
only significantly reduce the level of financial assista�ce to those families,
but also place a strict lifetime limit on the duration of the help that is
. provided. The reduced government support for African American families
places adults in grave jeopardy· in relation to meeting the health care,
nutrition, housing, and educational needs of their families. Because of these
.

.

retrenchments in government spending, African American extended family
2

and support networks have to play pivotal roles in providing material and
economic support for its members (Taylor, Chatters, Tucker, & Lewis,
1 990).
This is not a new phenomenon in the Black community. The African
American kin support network has been a major facet of Black family
survival since the institution of slavery was legal in the United States, and it
continues to this day. A key facet of the kin support network involves the
provision of financial assistance, material assistance, and emotional support
in times of need. It has been well-established in the literature that African
American families have a long-standing helping tradition related to their
cultural heritage and socioeconomic status that has evolved into one of the
strongest Black cultural patterns (McAdoo, 1981; 1 988).
It is important that social workers understand the existence and

importance of kin support systems in African American families, and the
dynamics. of how these systems operate. It is also important that social
workers understand that African American families have evolved over time
in manners conducive for their survival, and th�· form of these families will
not necessarily mirror that of Euro-American families. The response and
adaptation to centuries of oppression in the United States has resulted in
3

family forms that are too often perceived as pathological or characterized in·
some other negative manner (Billingsley, 1968).
Purpose of the Study ·

The purpose of the study was to determine what factors contribute to
kin supp'?rt and family bonds among a sample of employed male and female
African American heads of household. Specifically, the differential levels of
kin support and social bonds were determined and compared for male and
female respondents. A second facet of the study dete�ined whether levels
of kinship support and family bonds were differentially influenced by
specific demographic and behavioral variables, specifically gender, income
level, education level, and religious bonds

4

CHAPTER2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

Family is defined as a functional group living situation in which
opportunities exist for economic and instrumental cooperation, informal
communications, and reciprocated social and emotional obligations among
family members (McAdoo, 1988). Family interaction and living provides
the context for physical maintenance, familial affection, and social control of
family members. Davis (1993) notes that the family is one of the most
important sodal institutions in the Black community and is responsible for
procreation, the regulation of sexual activity, the socialization of the young,
and the development of neophyte adults capable of effectively carrying out
the responsibilities that are necessary to sustain an ongoing society (Davis,
1993). Although the universal presence of family does not imply universal
structure, the family almost always includes an association of both genders
of adults and dependent children. All families have kin struc�res in which
the primary function is the nurturing socialization of children. It is the well
being of children that is central to the development of family (Lee, 1977).
Hill (1972) identified five major strengths of the Black family, and
5

maintains they are the means for survival, advancement, and stability in their
community. These characteristics are strong kinship bonds, adaptability of
family roles, strong religious orientation, strong work orientation, and strong
achievement orientation. These values and ethics have historically helped to
keep Black families together.
An essential singular aspect in the African American community,
which has richly benefited the African American family, is what McAdoo
( 1980) refers to as extended family support networks. These extended
networks provide "emotional support, economic supplements, and most
important, protect the integrity of families from assault by external forces"
(p. 125). This system of mutual aid is based on the African heritage of
communalism,_ and is most likely a consequence of socialization that has
traditionally encouraged respect and assistance to elderly family members
(Chatters et al., 1986; Taylor and Chatters, 1986). Unfortunately, these
patterns are _typically influenced to a great degree by _socioeconomic
conditions (Mutran, 1985). Extended families are important in the Black
community because they help provide a source of strength and protection
(Hill, 1972), and they enable Black families to cope with problems by
"banding together to form a network of intimate mutual aid and social
6

interaction with neighbors and kin" (Billingsley, 1968, p. 22).
A growing body of research addresses the nature and determination of
social networks and assistance exchanges among African Americans,
principally as they occur within the family (Chatters et al., 1989; Taylor et
al., 1996). Profiles of African American family networks suggest that they
are comprised of both immediate and extended family members,
demonstrate high levels of contact and participation in supportive
exchanges, and reflect strong affective bonds, including feelings of family
solidarity and satisfaction (Jayakody, Chatters & Taylor 1993). Evidence of
significant variation in these networks and family characteristics, with
respect sociodemographic ( e.g., region, socioeconomic status) and family
factors, demonstrates that African American families possess considerable
diversity. Of particular note is an emerging literature documenting
significant sociodemographic variation in family support network
characteristics and functioning (Taylor et al., 1990).
Kinship Support in African American Families

. Over the previous decade, there have been a number· of
groundbreaking studies that examined kinship support networks in African
American families. One of the earliest studies was by Stack (1974), who
7

observed that elderly African Americans are part of an informal support
network that included family and friends. She also established that church
members are an important aspec_t of the Black elderly support network. In
another of the earlier studies, McAdoo ( 1978) conducted seminal research
on the role of African American kinship support networks during social and
economic mobility. and found that helping patterns transcended
socioeconomic status. She also determined that even when poor Black
families achieved middle class status, the helping patterns remained intact.
. Mutran (1985) assessed factors that affected helping patters in
families and tried to determine whether racial differences between Black and
White elderly respondents could be attribµted to cultural or socioeconomic
factors. The author concluded that the African American respondents
received more help that the White respondents and the greater help than ·
primarily the result of socioeconomic factors, mainly that they required more
help than the White respondents.
Dressler (1985) studied the influence of.clinical depression on
different forms of social relationships and perceived supportiveness of
relatives and non-kin. The study found that respondents who perceived their
kin to be more supportive had fewer symptoms of depression, and the
8

number of extended kin and perceived support from non-kin did not have a
relationship with depression. He also found that a buffering effect of social
support of social support on life events was only present with male
respondents. There was no buffering effect of social support on chronic
stressors and extended kin support was least effective in reducing the risk
and incidence of depression amon� younger women. .
Chatter, Taylor, and Jackson (1986) examined the relationship of
socioeconomic, demographic, health, and related factors to the composition
of the informal support network _of elderly African Americans. They found ·
that a "hierarchy" of support resources existed, with support sought from
kinship groups, informal helpers, and formal organizations, in that order.
Petchers and Milligan ( 1987) did a study to determine the nature and support
systems of African American elders. They found a high degree of
connectedness (frequent contacts among friends, relatives, and neighbors).
They also found that the respondents depended on members of their support
networks in different ways, based on whether their needs were emergencies
or non-emergencies.
Taylor and Chatters (1986) examined family, ·church members, and
friends as sources of support among elderly African American respondents
9

and found that over 80% of them received help or support from a best friend
or close friend. About the same number received assistance from church·
members and lesser percentages received help from extended family
members.
Taylor (1 986) studied the informal support network of African
American elders to determine the probability of them receiving support fro�
extended family members. In the final analysis, he found that age, family
contact, perceived family closeness, and closeness of relatives were factors
related to receipt of support; as were the presence or non-presence of their
adult children.
Brown and Gary ( 1987) examined African American ·adults to
determine if relationships between social support and health were contingent
on physical or mental health and assess the impact of gender. They found
that significant differences existed according to gender, according to t�e ·
sources of social support and their healtµ outcomes. They. determined that
relationships between social support networks and stressful life events
differed for males and_ females in the sample.
Smerglia, Deimling, and Barresi (1988) conducted a study to compare
impaired African American and White elders to assess· availability of nuclear
10

kin in the composition of their helping and decision-making networks. They
concluded that there were no significant differences between Black and
White respondents, in terms of availability of �uclear kin, their children, or
in the numbers of individuals with whom they had weekly contact. The
African American elders in the study, however, did have greater number of
nuclear kin available and had greater frequencies of weekly contact with
their kin.
Taylor, Chatters, and Mays (1988) studied the use of African
. American familial and non-familial sources of assistance during an
emergency, with a particular research emphasis on demographic
characteristics associated with the use of different immediate family
members, in-laws, and non-kin. They found that family and friends were·
considered to be important sources of support. Immediate family members
were the first line of support, followed by extended family members. They
also.found the parent-child bond to be important across generations and that
non-kin substituted for family when immediate family members were not
present.
Elliso� ( 1990) examined relationships between friendship bonds,
friendships, and subjective well-being of African American adults. They
11

reached the following conclusions: 1.) Found that the number of friends
were positively related to the happiness of the African American
respondents, regardless of age, and the effects·_of their friendship ties varied
significantly by age; 2.) Effects of frequency and availability of close tfos are
positive among younger African Americans, but negative among the elderly;
3.) Affective bonds are related to personal happiness among African
Americans, regardless of age; 4.) The geographical proximity of extended
family members is negatively related to life ·satisfaction; and.5.) The size,
_density, -and intimacy of personal friendship networks are associated with
affective well-being, but not to ·cognitive well-being.
His.torical Perspectives on African American Families

When examining significant trends, developments, and patterns of
African American families, there have been four major transitional periods
in their history. The first period involved the era of human bondage, that is,
the transporting of captured Africans to the United States as· slaves. This
transitional period resulted in African Americans, a group who represented a
hybrid of social and cultural phenomena. The second transition period
- (?Ccurred after emancipation, when African Americans were freed from
sla�ery. Of course, these events.were accompanied by an equivalent
12

dehumanizing process and restrictive status for African Americans that
essentially represented a caste system (that remains in many respects, to this
very day). The third major transition period was the geographic, economic,
and cultural evolution from a primarily rural-based group in the south, living
in fanning _environments, to a northern, western, and Midwestern group
working in the urban and industrial sectors of the country. The fourth major
transition was characterized by the phenomenon of desegregation on the part
of the United States. This process was led for the most part by Presidential
directives and Supreme Court decisions that banned racial segregation as a
legal statute (e.g., Brown v. Board of Education in 1954) .. This process was
begrudgingly facilitated by the Civil Rights Moyement that hit its stride
during the 1950s and 1960s (Failey & Allen, 1989; Jaynes & Williams,
1989).
During the preslavery period in Africa, Black families were in the
midst of a centuries-long period of strong community and family life that
was as viable as that of those that �xisted in Europe. Frazier ( 1 987) notes
.

.

that as far back as the 7th Century, Arabs who infiltrated North and West
Africa found civilizations that were thousands of years old, had well
established political states and kingdoms, and had a cultural and political
13

history that dated back to the pre-Christian period.
As far back as the 1 5th Century, the dominant principle of social
relations for Africans was centered on family and kinship. All m�1:11bers of
African societies had positions assigned to them on the basis of the mother
or father's side of the family. The family and kinship group �as the essence
and the basis of all political and economic Hfe, and the kinship group was
bound together by blood ties and the common interest of corporate
functions.

This philosophy of connectedness gave all tribal members a

strong sense of family and community. Their lives were oriented directly to
the life of the entire tribe, and an individual's identity could not be viewed as
separate from the tribal customs (Franklin, 1987; Martin & Martin, 1 978)�
With each African village, these traditions were fortified by elaborate legal
codes and court systems that served to regulate the marital and family
behavior of individual members. The prevailing philosophy of the African
family was one of humanitarianism, mutual aid, and community.
participation. _ Kayongo-Male and Onyango (1 984) do point out that
although no two African tribes were the same, the entire continent was
· generally humane in its treatment of individuals and with the creation of
meaningful community roles for each person.
14

Family functions were very" clear cut in traditional African societies,
as well. The family was the social unit responsible for the socialization and
development of children, and also served as the principal economic unit of
society (Franklin, 1987; Martin & Martin, 1978). Marriages in pre-slavery
African societies were unique. They can ·best be characterized as formal
relationships between �o groups (families), as opposed to the union of two
individuals. The focus of the marriage was not on the two individuals, but
the marriage was the concern of all family members. A woman, for
example, was not simply the man's wife, but the wife of the entire f�ily.
This community control of marriages considered dissolution pf the union to
be a drastic action to be·. used- as an absolute last result. The marriage in
African societies also had an important economic aspect to it. Marriages
included the payment of a bride price by the husband's family to compensate
her family for the loss of her services to the family and to guarantee her
good treatment. After the marriage, a woman was not the husband's
property as is commonly believed. In fact, a woman remained a member of
her own family after marriage, since they kept a sincere interest in her well· being (Sudarkasa, 1980).
The institution of the Atlantic slave trade was a massive disruption to
15

the previous cultural life of the African captives. There was virtually a
complete disregard for the Black family and their kinship ties, which carried
extreme importance in the African societies from which they were
kidnapped. Generally speaking, the wealthy planters with extensive farm
acreage throughout America or the West Indies had commercial and
production priorities that dwarfed the interests of Black families. Staples
and Johnson (2005), howev�r, point out that the smaller slaveholders did
have a greater interest _ in keeping slave couples united, because this
increased their property output through consistent childbearing.

Even

. when slaveholders did not separate slave couples, the majority of the unions
did not last long. They were separated by being literally worked to death,
poor nutrition, the sale of one partner after property was taken _ over by an
heir, or by personal choice of the couple (Blassingame, 1 972).
The Black family institution was an important one during the slavery
era, ev_en though individual families did not remain intact for long periods of
time. Blassingame ( 1 972) points out that the family was a critical survival
mechanism during slavery, in spite of theories indicating the Black family
was destroyed as a result of slavery. In spite of slavery, a new sense of
family was formed among slav-es. In African societies, the family was based
16

on the kinship system within the tribe, but under slavery the family evolved
to the circumstance, and their individual ideµtities were based on the
community in which they found themselves. These unique communities
consisted of marriages where spouses were not physically in contact on a
daily basis, matrifocality, patrifocality, all-male households, and sibling
households. These diverse forms of family existence achieved stability
through the extended kinship network, with both blood and "fictive" kin
serving as the axle that held together families and single individuals of all
types, including those who were young, elderly, widowed, or never married.
In this modified family context, the diverse members carried many of the
traditional functions out, and the ancient African philosophy of survival of
.the tribe was maintained (Malone, 1992; Nobles & Goddard, 1986).
When slavery in the United States was legally abolished in 1 865, the
importance of the Black family and the persistence of blood ties was
evidenced by the numerous documented cases of freed slaves searching for
family members from whom they had been separated for sometimes as long
as thirty years. Methods of re-uniting with family members ranged from the
use of newspaper advertisements to a reported case of an ex-slave who
walked 600 miles over a two-month period in search of his family (Berlin &
17

Rowland, 1 997; Franklin, 1 988). The United States government also played
an instrumental role in facilitating Black family reunification with the
establisl;nnent of the Freedman's Bureau. Martin and Martin (1 978) point
out the importance of this development, since it represented the first time
that the government became extensively involved in the lives of African
Americans.
The Freedman's Bureau placed Black family reunification as a
priority issue, and received many requests from ex-:-slaves seeking family
members from whom they had been separated. · Most often thes� searches
were unsuccessful, and many other situations resulted in the discovery that
spouses had re-married (Foner, 1 988). DU;bois (1 935) points out that the
Freedman's Bureau also had to r·esolve issues involving kinship ties in Black
families, because of the tendency of former slave owners t� arbitrarily assign
males to females. This caused some slaves to end up with several spouses
and different sets of children. The Freedman's Bureau had to arbitrate these
disputes.
The Black community shows a high level of multi..;generational
· households, �osterage · of kin and non-kin children, care for dependent family
members, respect for elders, religiosity, and sacrificial efforts for.the upward
18

mobility of its members (Staples & Johnson, 2005). Sudarkasa ( 1980) notes
that most Africans who were captured and brought to America arrived
without members of their families, but they brought with them the societal
codes they learned regarding family life.
Staples & Johnson (2005) note that if it were not for strong kinship
bonds that, Black men and women could not have survived the physical and
psychic atrocities of slavery as well as the hardships of the Reconstruction
and Depression eras. Similarly, Berlin & Rowland ( 1997) assert that, "the
African American family, as it evolved in slavery, constructed kinship in the
broadest terms. Rather than look inward and shower affection on spouses
and children to the exclusion of others, slaves generally looked outward and
incorporated kin- grandparents, aunts and uncles, and cousins into their
understanding of family" (p. 225). Berlin and Rowland ( 1997) go on to say
that slaves considered all such kin, whether honorary or blood members of
the family, to· be their people, and

the slaves' ethos gave them special

responsibility for their people. Staples and Johnson (2005) note that in
.

.

· traditional African communities there were numbers of individuals who
were rearing children and any adult had the right to order children to do
simple tasks and/or discipline them. If the children proved themselves
19

responsible, the elders would reveal to them the secrets and knowledge of
their ancestors.
Kinship and Mutual Support .

In African American families, there tends to be close ties and a
reliance on kinship networks (Joseph & Lewis, 198 1 ). Davis (1993)
comments that one of the best ways of assessing .the Black family as an
institution· is by ·determining its effectiveness as a mediating structure in a
rapidly changing society. He asserts that until recently, the Black family has
not' been portrayed as an institution capable of meeting the needs of the·flesh
and blood people �r _ their own goals and ambitions, but as an institution
whose form and function are completely determined by external forces and
whose internal organization is not really important.
These findings reveal several general patterns." Marital status
differences suggest that married persons are more likely to have larger
support networks (Chatters et al., 1 986) and to enlist kin to address their
support needs, while unmarried persons rely on nori-kin (Brown an� Gary,
1985). Age differences observed within both elderly and general adult
sa�ples indicate that younger persons are more likely to have family
members in their helper networks (Taylor et al., 1988) and to receive support
20

from family networks (Chatters et al., 1989). Despite relatively little
directed research on this topic, geographic region is an important
determinant of kin proximity (Taylor and· Chatters, 199 1 ), helper network
size and diversity. In general, Southerners, as compared to African
Americans in other regions of the country are more likely to have resided in
close proximity to kin, have larger and more diverse' helper networks (i.e.,
comp�sed of kin and non-kin), and possess an advantage with regard to
support fro� family members (Chatters- et al., 1986).
A number of studies suggest that although non-kin are important
sources of assistance to African Americans, by-and-l�ge, kin are more
prevalent members of these informal networks. Underscoring the centrality
of kin, analyses of helper networks indicate that the presence of an adult
child (principally daughters) is associated with larger support networks
generally (Chatter� et al., 1989), as well as an increased likelihood of
receiving aid from extended family and church support networks (Taylor,
1985 ). Among the valuable services provided by kin is the sharing of
economic resources, child care, advice, and other forms of mutual aid.
Those are acknowledged functions of a kinship network, but members of the
extended family also serve to liberate children from the confines of the
21

nuclear family unit. Children have someone other than a mother or father to
relate to and form whom to receive emotional nurturance. The network also
helps socialize children more effectively into values (Staples, 1991 ).
According to .Franklin ( 1988), in African American communities, the
boundaries that distinguish biological mothers of children from other women
who care for children are often fluid and changing. Biological mothers or
blood mothers are expected to care for their children, but African and
African American communities have also recognized that vesting one person
with full responsibility for mothering a ·child may not be wise or possible.
As a result, other mothers, or women who assist blood mothers by sharing
mothering responsibilities, traditionally have been central to the institution
of Black motherhood. The centrality of women in African American
extended families is well known. Organized, resilient, women-centered
networks of blood mothers and other mothers are key to understanding this
centrality. Grandmothers, sisters, al:1-llts, or cousins acted as other mothers
by taking on childc�re responsibilities for each other's children. When
needed, temporary childcare arrangements turned into long-term care or
informal adoption. In African American communities, these women
centered networks of community-based childcare often extended beyond the
22

boundaries of biologically-related extended families to support fictive kin.
Franklin ( 1988) comments· that even when relationships were not between
kin or fictive kin, African American community norms were such that
neighbors cared for each other's children. Seoµ and Black ( 1987) contend
. that in order to adequately understand how African American families
survive and function, male and female kin networks must be raised form a
subliminal level of perception.
The majority of Black families are best-viewed from a kin network
perspective. This kin network perspective considers both blood kin and non
plood kin as a helping network, ·which meets the daily material and social-
emotional needs of all concerned. Occasionally, discrete non-family
households headed by single males become connected to kin networks,
which are headed by females. Female-headed and male headed households
become connected with one another at numerous points and in numerous
ways depending on the economic, sociological or the psychological ties that
the males and females develop among themselves. To understand Black
family functioning today, family researchers need to look at Black family
life as it is played out in kin networks by the exchange of goods, services
and money. This results in social networks emerging, and this · exchange
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process of acquiring and transferring the vital necessities of life is what
makes survival possible. Scott and Black (1987) contend that eco�omic and
social necessity drives the motivation for kin-type solidarity. Such security
can be found in _large numbers of friends and kin. While economic
reciprocity can gradually transform friendships into kinships, by the same
token, the failure to reciprocate can destroy friendships and blood-kin ties.
- Martin and Martin (1 978) found that dominant family figures and
other key family members expended much energy in keeping the family
together, making ends meet, paying bills, seeing that food is on the table, making it, getting by, and "getting over". Keeping family members alive is
not the only thing; the extended family gives its members the feeling that
they have someone to tum to in hard time�� The family is geared toward
security as well as survival. The economic interdependency of family
members is a major element of the extended family structure. They go on to
say that the built-in mutual aid system in Black extended families is a major
survival component. Without this mechanism, the extended family structure
would be jeopardized.
Martin and Martin (1 978) note that extended families provide mutual
aid by giving financial and emotional support. Whatever the form,- .
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frequency, or specific purpose of the contributions, the mutual aid system is
fueled in part by economic necessity and in part by � sense of obligation.
Furthermore, there are always rewards for anyone who lends a helping hand
to dependent members of the family. In the Black extended family, it is
considered better to give than to receive. The person who contributes is
rewarded with status and influence within the network. Family members
unable to care for themselves for reasons of age, sickness, unemployment, or.
whatever, may be taken into the household of a relative. This "absorption
mechanism" (p. 38) is an important facet of the mutual aid system within the
Black extended family. The extended family is specifically characterized by
its informal adoption of children, which occur mainly out of economic
necessity.
Religious Bonds

Freeman and Logan (2004) make reference to studies involving
African American respondents in their book Reconceptualizing the Strengths
and Common Heritage of Black Families to address the issue of informal ·

social support systems in the Black community. Two such support systems
that seem to overlap are that of the Black church and the Black family >itself.
The Black church is an .untapped viable community support system for
25

offering social services and Martin and Martin (1985) who states that family
members are available in serial order, meaning that if one individual is not
available to help,_ another will step in .
. The· informal support and assistance offered by African American
church�s is often se�ond only to the support provided by the actual family
(Taylor & Chatters, 1986). Church attendance and church membership were
significant predictors of the frequency and amount of social support
provided by the church members. Black women, in particular, have used the
fundamental principles of Christianity as the basis for offering radical
challenges to. oppressive and 9ehumanizing social conditions (McKay� 1989;
Cone, 1985).
One function of religion/spirituality is to help individuals to
understan�, construct explanations for, and resolve adverse circumstances.
Indeed, religiosity and spirituality have emerged as critical facets of Black
women's efforts to understand; interpret and cope with adversity (Mattis,
· 1995;-McKay 1989; McAdoo, 1992; neighbors, Jackson, Bowman, & Gurin,
1983).
For .older adults, the church emerges as a particularly important source
of social support and older people report that they .use prayer and faith in
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God in their efforts to cope and receive comfort (Koenig, 1995). Most Black
Churches are conglomerations of family networks. Family networks, which
do not naturally overlap with one another, are brought together by church
activities. Church welfare programs facilitate the transfer of goods and
. resources form one household to another. Church libraries, nurseries,
preschools, Saturday schools and Sunday schools also support the family
networks. Churches are linchpins that serve as major links among family
networks, household networks, and isolated individuals. In sum, churches
function as a web of life of welfare services for"family networks and
individuals (Koenig, 1995). The Black church ritualizes its functions for
"sick and shut-in" by soliciting regular offerings for the less fortunate every
Sunday.
. The Black church not only m�ets the instrumental needs of the
parishioners but also meets the expressive needs of its members. Black
church rituals reinforce the values of caring, sharing, and sacrificing. These
values are reinforced through songs, prayers and· theology. In doing so, · the
rituals _ encourage the essential raison d'etre of family networks. The church
institutionalizes and ritualizes the basic values and norms of these survival
techniques. The church is an extension of the family. It even uses terms
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such as sister, brother, daddy, and mother, and thereby, terminologically
reinforces the social and psychological value �f familism. Scott and Blac�
(1987) argue that the Black church not only teaches familistic values, it also
ritualizes family values. It promotes activities wherein individuals are called
upon to actually carry out the requirements of their faith such as visiting the
shut-in and giving time and talents to serving as deacons, deaconess, ushers,
elders, nurses, and choir members.
Ellison (1990) notes that religious institutions have traditionally been
situated at the institutional and symbolic core ·or the African American
community. The Black church promotes mutual aid, educational uplift, and
other initiatives aimed at advancing the individual and collective welfare of
African Americans. The author comments that highly religious individuals .
may perform admirably in family roles, may strive for and achiev� greater
. family harmony, affective closeness, and may enjoy family life more than
their less religious counterparts. Within re_ligious congregations, traditional
family models and values are frequently upheld as virtuous, and many Black
church communities make special efforts to provide positive feedback and
--

reinforcement for individuals with strong family commitments:
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CHAPTER 3
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES
Social Exchan2e Theory
According to Staples ( 1 991) the basic theoretical perspective that
informs the present analysis of Black family life is that of exchange theory.
. This theory focuses on the reinforcement patterns, the history of rewards and
costs that lead people to do what they do. · Exchange Theory essentially it
argues that people will continue to do what they have found rewarding in the
past.

The basic promise here is that certain kinds of family structures exist

when there is an exchange of rewards.
Cultural Perspectives
According to Freeman & Logan (2004), different theoretical concepts
have been used to support or argue against direct linkages between the past
and present c�lture of Black families. These concepts, conclusions, and
beliefs affect how the problems and strengths of Black families are
conceptualized. Moreover, they affect how services are organized and social
_policies are developed to address those proble�s, thus predisposing policies
and programs to either acknowledge or ignore those strengths (Freeman &
Logan, 2004).
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Allen ( 1978) points out those researchers who favor the Cultural
.

Deviant perspective generally recognize the distinctive nature of Black
.

family life; they exhibit a pronounced tendency to view · these distinguishing
qualities negatively. The Cultural Deviant pers_pective makes explicit the
n?rmative judgments left implicit by the "Cultural Equivalent" perspective
by adopting the White, middle-class family as the. cultural _ideal. These
researchers label Black families, who by their very nature deviate from this
norm, as pathological. Allen ( 1978) adds that since qualities which
differentiate Black from White families are taken as indices of dysfunction,
the �ore at variance a Black family is with this normative family model, �he
niore pathol�gical in orientation that family is �onsidered to be.
The pathological and dysfunctional view of Black families h�s been
primarily related to the Cultural Ethnocentric approach and associated with
the work of E. Franklin Frazier ( 1939) and Daniel P. Moynihan ( 1965). The
.

.

works of these scholars have culmi])ated in the adaptation of social policies
predicated on the assumption that the Black family is unstable, disorganized,
and unable to provide its members with the social and psychological support
and development needed to assimilate fully in ·American society.
Moynihan ( 1965) asserted that, "at the heart of the.deterioration of the
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fabric of the Negro society is the deterioration of the Negro family. It is the
fundamental source of weakness in the Negro community at the present
time. The White family has achieved a high degree of stability. By contrast,
the family structure of the lower class Negro is highly unstable and in many
urban centers is approaching complete breakdown" (p. 5). A contrasting
paradigm to the Cultural Ethnocentric school of tho·ught by Frazier and
Moynihan is the Cultural Variant perspective, which advocates that the
Black family is indeed a functional entity. This conceptualization is largely
advanced and supported by Andrew Billingsley ( 1968), Robert Hill ( 1972),
and Nobles & Goddard ( 1986), and others.
The Cultural Variant perspective views the Black family as a
distinctive cultural form (Allen, 1978). The Cultural Variant perspective,
unlike the Cultu�al Deviant perspective, view� distinguishing qualities of
Black families as not necessarily reflections of pathology. Instead, it
recognizes that Black and White families exist in different social and
cultural environments, and as a result they differ in both structure and
manner of functioning·. The Cultural Variant perspective emphasizes the
. need for "cultural relativity" that is, Black and White family differences are
treated as outgrowths of their respective sociocultural contexts (Allen,
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1 978). The Black family is seen as an adaptive mechanism, which adopts a
variety of patterns suited to this "ethnic sub-society" (p. 1 25) in order to
meet the needs of its members. "The Cultural Variant perspective
acknowledges that while family functions are more or less universal,
situational constraint vary, and therefore dictate the adoption of culturally
distinct styles of organizatfon and interaction" (p. .126).
Of the three ideological perspectives, the Cultural Variant perspective
seeins most appropriate for the study of the Black family since its culturally
relative stance considers the values of the families under study (Allen,
1978).

CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY
Research Questions

. 1.

What is the differential level of kin support for male and female
respondents in the study?

2.

What is the differential strength of family bonds ror male and female
respondents in the study?

3.

To what- extent is the level of kinship support differentially influenced
by the following variables:
Gender
Income level
Level of education
Religious bonds
Family bonds

4.

To what extent is the strength of family bonds differentially
influenced by the following variables:
Gender
Income level
Level of education
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·

Religious bonds

The focus of the current study parallels the issues examined by
McAdoo ( 1978) when she examined the impact of upward mobility on the
extended kin network of African American parents in the Mid-Atlantic
region. As in the case of this analysis, McAdoo' s premise was that the
family's effective environments are composed of a network of relatives,
neighbors, and friends. These individuals acted to provide emotional,
material, and other support, and contributed to the family's maintenance and
stability. McAdoo' s study examined questions regarding ( 1) whether kin
help exchange patterns would be significantly affected by mobility; (2)
whether being born into a working-class or middle-class family of
orientation affected the strength of reciprocal obligations; and (3) whether
high levels of interaction woul� be found in all families regardless. of
mobility patterns.
Conceptual Definitions

1. African American:
· An African American was defined as any individual of African
descent whose parents were born in the United States or who had resided in
the United· States since 1960.
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2. Head of the Household:
The head of household was defined as any adult member of a
household who perceived him or herself to be the primary _ "breadwinner"
(i.e., income earner) in the family.
3. Kin Help Network:
The s<;>cial environment of a family, which consisted of a network of
relatives, friends, and neighbors. The social network acts to provide
emotional support, social activities,· ad mutual aid, both material and
nonmaterial.
Operational Definitions of Variables

1 . Employment:
Employment involved the work that a respondent was engaged in for
_ remuneration. Employment was measured through questions that examined
employment background�
2. Education:
The knowledge or skills that were developed through formal,
structured, and institutionalized learning process. Education was measured
through the use of de�ographic questions that refle_cted degree of
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educational attainment.
3 . Strength of Kin help Network:
. This variable was defined as· the level of family structure and level of
reciprocal obligations demonstrated by a respondent and his/her family�
This variable was measured by the Extended· Familism and Kin Help Sub
scale of the McAdoo Profile Scale ( 1983).
4. Religious Bonds:
Religious bonds were defined by the extent to which the respondents
attended religious services, relied on religious services, relied on religious
counsel for problem resolution, believed in God, prayed, or placed
importance on regul�ly attending religious services. Religious bonds were
measured by ·using specific background questions that addressed the religion
issue.
5 . Fa�ily B�nds:
Family bo�ds were defined by the extent to which the respondent .
· personally interacted with close relatives, contacted close relatives by
telephone or letter, or lived in close proximity to immediate family
me�bers. It also involved the respondent's feelings regarding the extent of
their contact with close relatives. Family bond_s were measured with the
36

Extended Familism and Kin Help Subscale on the McAdoo Family Profile
Scale ( 1983).
Rationale for Variables

Strength of kin help network was used as a variable because of its
importance regarding family structure, level of kin interaction, and level of
reciprocal obligations and attitudes demonstrated by study respondents.
These variables were used by McAdoo (1978; 1983) in two different studies
on extended families and kin help support systems.
The logic of using religious bonds as a variable was that it has been
found to be a factor in the amount of help provided to relatives by African
Americans (Franklin, 197 1 ; McAdoo & Crawford, 199 1 ). Since then, the
African American church has proven to be a necessary and essential catalyst
for positive change and a mechanism for spiritual interaction. It has been a
valuable family resource, particularly as it relates to crisis situations. The
African American church also has historically p_rovided self-esteem and self
development of African Americans from all social classes. In essence, .
religious institutions generally extol the·virtues of benevolence and
providing help to one's fellow man. It seemed reasonable, therefore, to
speculate as to whether this factor influenced the respondent opinions
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regarding kin help or the extent to which they actually provided assistance to
close relatives.
The same logic applies to the rationale for including family bonds as
an independent variable in the study. Family bonds involved_the extent of
personal interaction and communication with close relatives and the physical
proximity that respondents had with close relatives. The issue at hand was
wheth_er the strength of family bonds has relationships to variables such as
strength of kin help network, employment, or perception of economic
stability.
Design and Instrumentation

The current study was a secondary data analysis of an existing data set
used by Bowie ( 1 992) to assess the impact of kinship support, family bonds,
and other variables on perceived economic stability and perceived
opportunity for upward mobility (N=1 88). The survey questionnaire
con�isted of personal �ackground items, demographic items, personal
opinion items, and three scales� for a total of 85 items: The _personal:
background and demographic items .were selected for
the questionnaire
.
because they were determined to be relevant variables in relation to the
population being studied. McAdoo ( 1 918) indicated religious affiliations,_.
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and education were all important considerations in relation to kin help and
reciprocal obligation expectations for African American families.
The Extended Familism and Kin-Help (EFK) subscal� had eighteen
( 18) items in the questionnaire. This subscale was abstracted from the
McAdoo Family Profile Scale (McAdoo, 1978; 1983). The subscale is used
to ascertain f�ily structure, kin-help patterns, level of kin interaction, and
reciprocal obligations. Response patterns for these items vary. The mean
alpha reliability coefficient of the EFK sub scale was not reported.
The EFK subscale was used because it included kin _ help questions
regarding the extent to which an individual would go to help his or her
relatives, the pattern of reciprocal assistance established with relatives, and
the extent that th.e individual perceived an obligation to assist relatives in
need. This scale also included items that specifically addressed the
frequency of contact with relatives and perceived closeness with immediate
relatives.
Sampling Procedures

The sampling approach for the original study was a purposive
sampling method. Purposive sampling provided the m�st reasonable and
acc�ssible manner in which to obtain study subjects. The underlying
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assumption of this sampling method was that there was sufficient knowledge
related to the research problem to allow the selection of "typ�cal" persons for
inclusion in the sample (Kerlinger, 1 973 ).
The sample used for this study was African American employees of
the Metro-Dade County department of Housing and Urban Development
(DCHUD). This group of individuals was assumed to be a small subset of
the larger population in which many members were easily identified, but the
.

.

enumeration of them would be impractical, if possible at all.
This sample provided a group of respondents from a range of income
and employment groupings (i.e., professionals, technicians, _ protective
services, para-professional, office/clerical, skilled craftsmen, and
service/maintenance), and was reflective of the African American population
residing in the greater Miami a�ea. The final sample consisted of 1 88
individuals.
Data Analysis

. The data analysis for the study was conducted with SPSS for
Windows, Version 12. The statistical analyses included frequency
distributions, cross tabulations, the t.:.test for independent samples, Pearson's
R, and regression analysis.
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CHAPTER S
RESULTS
Research Question #1

· What is the differential level of kin support for- male and female respondents
in the study?
Strength of kin help ne�orks ·was defined as the level of family
structure, level of kin interaction, and level of reciprocal obligations
demonstrated by respondents and his or her family members. There were
eight (8) survey items that assessed the level of kin help support between
respondents and their (amities.
The first items addressed male and female respondent expectations
regarding reciprocal obligations when helping relatives. Table 1 · (all tables
in appendices) summarizes their expectations when they go out of their way
to help their relatives. The majority of respondents expected nothing in
return, but a greater percentage of women (66.0%) versus men (57.4%) felt
this way. Almost 25% of men and women expected reciprocal help only in
emergences.
When responding to the query about whether help received from
relatives increased, decreased, or remained the same, male and female
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response patterns were similar {Table 2). Larger percentages of females
reported that the amount of help received from relatives had in�reased and
decreased, but a larger percentage of males (68. 1 %) than females (56.4%)
. indicated that the level of help remained the same.
When examining t�e _ question of help or assistance the respondents
had given to relatives, the response pattern was different. As pointed out in
Table 3,' almost 47% of the females versus 30% of the males indicted that ·
the amount of help they had given to relatives had increased.
The next item addressed the question of whether the respondent's
family had ever had to borrow money to make �nds meet (Table 4). The
majority of the male and female respondents (56.4% and ·6 8. 1 %,
.respectively) indicated that sometimes they did have to borrow money.
More males (3 3%) than females (26.6%) indicated that they nev�r had to
�orr�w money to make en9s meet.
The next item asked whether respondents expected to get money back
after lending it to a clo�e relative (Table 5). A �imilar number of males and
females e�pected to receive their loaned money back from a close relative.
Almost 46% of the female respondents, however, usually expected to get it
back. The largest number of male respondents (43 .6%) rarely or never
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expected to have a loan returned to them.
In terms of whether respondents felt obligated to help family members
less fortunate than themselves, more males (42.6%) than females (35.1%)
felt that they were obligated without question. A more even percentage of
males and females felt that it depends on the circumstances {Table 6).
A larger percentage of female respondents (56.4%) than males
(44. 7%) felt they had given more help than they received from relatives.
The percentages of males and females who felt they received more help than
given or given about the same amount was somewhat evenly distributed
{Table 7).
The final item that addressed kin support asked how much a person is
expected to share with the rest of the family if they "make it" or "move up"
in life. Only 6.4% of the males and 2.1% of the females felt that a "great
deal" of sharing is expected. Approximately 25% of the male respondents
indicated that "some sharing" or "very little" sharing is expected. These
percentages were 21.3% and 20.2%, respectively, for females. The largest
percentage of males (42.6%) and females ( 52.1% ) indicated that "no
sharing" is expected if someone·moves up in their family {Table 8).
An independent sample t-test was computed to determine if there was
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a statistically significant difference between the mean scores for males and
females on the SKHN subscale variables. There was a statistically.
significant difference on one variable: variation in level of help giv�n to
relatives� · The independent t-test comparing the mean scores of males and
females found a significant difference between the two groups (t (1 80) =
2.20, p < .05). The mean score for male respondents was significantly
. higher (m = l . 78, SD = .59) than the mean sc�re· for females (m = 1 .58, SD:
= .62)-. This indicates that female respondents tend to· be more generous than
males in assisting relatives in need.
Research Question #2 :

What is the differential strength of family bonds (SFB) for male arid female
respondents in the study?
Family bonds were defined as the extent to which respondents
personally interacted with close relatives by telephone or letter ( one item), or
lived in close proximity ·to immediate family members (2 items). It also
addressed respondent's feelings in relation to the extent of their general
contact with close relatives (four items). Tables 9 and 1 0 summarize the
extent that male and fem�le respondents saw their close relatives and how
often they contacted them by telephone or letter. The female respondents
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clearly had more frequent co�tact with close relatives, especially, whether it
was almost every day (males = 14.9%, females = 29.8%), or once or twice a
week (males = 25.5%, females = 29.8%). The male respondents had the
higher percentages for the response categories indicating less regular contact
with relatives.
An independent sample t-test determined that there was a statistically
significant difference between mean scores of males and females on this
item (t (181) - -3. 14, p < .05). The mean score for female respondents was
significantly higher (m = 3.37, SD = _1.8) than the mean .score for males (m =
2.58, SD = 1 .6).
In terms of frequency of contact by telephone or letter (Table 10), a
similar contrasting response pattern emerged between males and females.
Approximately 42% of the female respondents had COIJ.tact almost every day,
as compared to only 11. 7% of the males. As the frequency of the contact
· with close relatives declines, the percentages of male responses increase and
t�e percentages of females decline. For instance, 38.3� of males and 3_1 .9%
of females contact close relatives once or twice a week, while 24.5% of
males and 13% of females contact close relatives once or twice per month.
An independent sample t-test was computed and found a statistically
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significant difference between mean scores of male and female respondents
on this item (t ( 182) = 3.99, p < .05). The mean score for m�le respondents
was significantly higher (m = 2.8 1, SD = 1.2) than for females (m = 2.0�,
SD = 1.2), indicating that males had considerably less frequency of contact
by telephone or letter than female respondents.
Respondents were asked how far (on average) t�ey live from their
close relatives. The responses are summarized in Table 1 1. Almost 59% of
the females and 46% of the males indicated that they lived 10 miles or less
from their close relatives. Respondents·were queried about whether their
contact with close relatives was too much, too little, or about right (Table
. . 12). The majority of males (57.4%) and females· (74.5%) indicated that their
contact with close relatives is "about right". More than 3 6% and 2 1 % of
males and females, respectively,' felt that they had "too little" contact with
close relatives.
When queried about the closeness of family members, the responses
for family members were evenly distributed {Table 13 ). Almost 94% of the
.

.

females and 88% of the males in the study indicated that their family
members were "very close" or "fairly close" in their feeling toward one
another.
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When asked how easy it was to visit their relatives, almost 82% of
both male and female respondents indic�ted that it was "very easy" {Table
14 and 15). When asked how easy it was for relatives to visit them, the
percentage of females who indicated that it was "very easy" slightly
increased to 83%. For male respondents, however; 72.3% indicated that it
was "very easy" for their relatives to visit them.
Research Question #3 :

To what extent is the level of kinship support differentially influenced by
the following variables: gender, income level, education level, religious
bonds and family bonds?
To answer this question, 14 independent variables related to gender,
income level, education level, religious bonds, and family bonds were
analyzed using Pearson's r to determine if they were significantly correlated
with strength of kin help network variables (SKHN). The following
independent variables had statistically significant relationships: gender;
income level; education level; importance of religious counsel or teaching
when facing a problem; importance of prayer when facing a personal
problem; frequency of contact with relatives by telephone or letter; and
perceived frequency of contact with close relatives.
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The SKHN correlates include extent of help given to relatives; extent
family borrowed money to make ends meet; expectation of sharing by
family members who "make it", expectation of money loaned to relative
being paid back; and perceived obligation to help family members who are
less fortunate.
Table 16 summarizes the significant correlations between the
.

independent variables and SKHN variables. The statistically significant
COf!"elates were variations in level of help given to relatives, and extent
. family borrowed money to make ends meet.
The strongest significant correlations occurred between ( 1) income
level and extent family borrowed money to make ends meet (r = .242, p =
.002, significant at a .0 1 level, 2-tailed test); (2) importance of prayer when
facing a personal problem and perceived obligation to help family members
who are less fortunate (r = .208, p = .005, significant at .0 1 level, 2-tailed
test);_ and (3) education level and expectation of money lent to· a relative
·being paid back (r = .200, p =. 007, significant at ._0 1 level, 2-tailed test).
Research Question #4:

To what extent is the respondent's strength of family bonds differentially
influenced by the following variables:. gender, income level, education level,
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and religious bonds?
In attempting to answer the research questions, the above-mentioned
independent variables were analyzed using Pearson's r to determine if
significant correlations existed with family bond variables. No significant
relationships existed between the variables. To further explore the research
question, the family bonds scale was used for a regression analysis. The
Family Bonds Scale (FBS), however, had an unacceptably low level of
reliability. The FBS, therefore, was modified. The modification involved
dropping two of the FBS items, and reconfiguring the remaining items into
dichotomous variables. This created a derivative of the FBS called a Family
Connectedness Scale. The FCS had an alpha coefficient of . 79. A simple
linear regression was �alculated with the FCS to predict the level of family
conn�ctedness based on gender, income level, education level, and
frequency of attendance at religious services. A significant regression
equation was found (F (4, 153) = 4.080, p < .005) with an � (Squared) of
.096. Two variables that had statistically significant relationships with
family connectedness were gender (p = .001) and income level (p = .043).
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION

The current study was a broad examination of factors that contribute
to kin support and family bonds among a sample of employed African
Americans who worked at a County housing agency. _ Kin support refers to
the level of family structure and level of reciprocal obligations demonstrated
by a respondent to his or her family. Family bonds are defined as the extent
to which respondents personally interacted with close relatives, contacted ·
close relatives in different ways, or lived in· close proximity to immediate
family members. The research questions examined differential levels of kin
support and family bonds based on gender, income, educational level, and
religious bonds.
In the final analysis, the issue of gender of respondents proved to be
quite important vis-a-vis both kin support and level of family bonds.
Generally speaking, females tended to dem_onstrate· higher levels of kin
support, and had stronger family ties. There was a general dynamic of
family helping that occurred that is consistent with the literature on the kin ·
help network in th� Black community. Most all of the sample felt
unequivocally obligated to assist relatives in need, even though it oftentim�_s
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depended on the circumstances. There was a trend observed involving help
received-by female respondents. Almost 50% of the female versus 30 % of
�e male respondents indicated that the amount of help they had received
had increased. At the same time, however, they had given more assistance
than they had received. In addition, more women had to borrow money
more often to make ends meet. The statistic�! analysis supported the notion
of differential helping patterns. There was clearly a higher level of kinship
generosity demonstrated by the women in the sample.
Family bonds were undeniably influenced by the gender of the
respondents, and the gender differential was also statistically significant.
Females had more frequent contact with immediate family members and
tended to reside closer to them, and approximately 7 5% of them felt that that .
was "about right." Consistent with previous studies on African American
. family ties, almost 94% and 88% of the female and male respondents,
respectively, indicated that family members were "very close" or "fairly
close."
· After modifying �he Family Bonds Scale to measure "family
connectedness," it was discovered that strength o( family bonds was strongly
.

.

influenced by gender and income level. This finding was consistent with a
51

similar discover related to level of kin support. Statistically significant ·
relationships existed between income level and the extent moneY. was
borrowed to make ends meet. There was also a statistically significant
relationship between perceived obligation to help family members and the
. importance of prayer when facing a personal problem. This fortified the
notion in the literature of the church being a supportive, semi-familial
institution that is crucial to the survival of the Black family.
Implications for Social Work Practice

The current study has important implications fo·r social work practice.
As the 20th Century began, the federal and state governments were ushering
in and solidifying a policy of income maintenance (welfare) for low-income
families. The policy, known as Temporary Aid to Needy Families, is
designed so that a welfare-reliant family has a lifetime limit of 5 years of
assistance. Being that a comprehensive supportive services infrastruc�e is
not in place · to assist those families who invariably "fall through the safety
net," the family support network and familial dynamics will play a crucial .
role in family sustenance. Simply put, families will no longer be able to ·
depend on the government to meet their survival needs, and will have to
increasingly depend on one another. It is crucial, therefore, that social
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workers have a "working knowledge" of ( 1 ) the intricacies of local and st�te
welfare rules and regulations in their jurisdictions, especially as it relates to
time limits, and (2) the continuing evolution of the African American family,
how it evolves to meet the needs of its members, and the structure of client
families, especially potential support networks and how they can be
maximized to ameliorate and solve presenting client issues.
Limitations of Study

There were some obvious limitations that should be noted in relation
to the current study. . First, it was a secondary data analysis, which restricts
the researcher's ability to manipulate variables beyond the existing
restraints. Secondly, the study has potential internal and external validity
problems since there was no ability to manipulate or control of independent
or intervening variables. The results can also be generalizable only to the
group
of individuals in
the sample. Finally, the Strength of Family Bonds
.
.
scale had very low reliability. This required the researcher to re-configure
the scale to a dichotomous measure to determine extend of family
connectedness.

53

REFERENCES

54

Allen, W. ( 1 978). The search for applicable theories of Black family life.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 40( 1), 1 1 7- 1 29.

Berlin, I., & Rowland, L. (Eds.). ( 1997). Families andfreedom:
Documentary history ofAfrican American kinship in the Civil War
era. New York: New Press.

Billingsley, A. ( 1 968). Black families in White America. Englewood Cliffs:
Anchor Books.
Blassingame, J. ( 1972). The slave community. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Brown, D.R., & Gary, L.E. ( 1 985). Social support network differentials
among married and non-married Black females. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 9(2), 229-241 .

Chatters, L.M., Taylor, R.J., & Jackson, J.S. (1986). Aged Blacks choices
for an informal helper network. Journal of Gerontology, 41, 94- 100.
Chatters, L.M., Taylor, R.J., & Neighbors, H.W. ( 1989). Size of informal
helper network mobilized during a serious personal problem among
Black Americans. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 51, 667-676.
Chatters, L.M., Jackson, J.S., & Taylor, R.J. (Eds.). (1997). Family life in
55

Black America. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Davis, R.A. ( 1 993). The Blackfamily in a changing Black community. New
York: Garland.
Dressler, W.W.' ( 1 985). Extended family relationships, social support and
mental health in a southern Black community. Journal of Health and
Social Behavior, 26, 67-77.

DuBois, W.E.B. ( 1 935). Black Reconstruction. New York: Harcourt Brace.
Ellison, C.G. ( 1 990). Family ties, friendships and subjective well-being
among Black Americans. Journal of Marriage and the Family 52,
298-3 1 0.
Franklin, J.H. ( 1 987). From slavery to freedom: The history of Negro
Americans (6th ed.). New York: Knopf.
Franklin, J.H. ( 1 988). A historical note on Black families. In H.P. McAdoo
(Ed.), Blackfamilies (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Faley, W.R., & Allen, W.R. ( 1 989). The color line and the quality of life in
America. New York: Oxford University.

Freeman, E.M., & Logan, S.L. (Eds.). (2004). Reconceptualizing the
strengths and common heritage of Black families: Practice, research,
and policy issues. Springfield: Charles C. Thomas.
56

Frazier, E.F. ( 1939). The Negro family in the United States. Chicago:
University of Chicago.
Hill, R. (1972). The strength of Black families. New York: National Urban
League.
Jayakody, R.T., Chatters, L.M., & Taylor, R.J. (1993). Family support to
single and married African American mothers: The provision of
financial, emotional and childcare assistance. Journal of Marriage
and the Family, 55, 261-27 6.

Jaynes, G.D., & Williams, R.M. (1989). A common destiny: Blacks and
American society. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Joseph, G., & Lewis, J. (1981). Common differences: Conflicts in Black and
White feminist perspectives. Garden City: Anchor Press.

Kayongo-Male, D., Onyango, P. (1984). The sociology of the African family.
London: Longman.
Koenig, H.G. (1995). Religion and health in later life. In M. Kimble, S.
McFadden,
J. Ellor, & J. Seeber. (Eds.), Aging, spirituality and religion:· A handbook.
Minneapolis: Fortress Press.
Lee, G.R. (1977). Family structure and interaction. New York: Lippincott.
57

Lincoln, C.E., & Mamiya, L.H. ( 1990). The Black church in the
African American experience. Durham: Duke University Press.

Malone, A.P. ( 1992). Sweet chariot: Slave family and household structure in
nineteenth century Louisiana. Chapel Hill: University of North

Carolina Press.
Martin, E.P., & Martin, J.M. ( 1978). The Black extended family. Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.
Martin, E.P., & Martin, J.M. ( 1985). The helping tradition in the Black
family and community. Silver Springs: National Association of Social

Workers.
Mattis, J. (1995). Workings of the spirit: Spirituality, coping and the
construction of meaning in the lives of Black women. Dissertation

Abstracts.
McAdoq, H.P. ( 1 978). Factors related to stability in upwardly mobile Black
families. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 40, 76 1-776.
McAdoo," H.P. ( 1980). Black mothers and the extended family support
network. In La Frances Rodgers-Rose (Ed.), The Black women
(pp. 125-144). Newbury Park, NJ: Sage.
McAdoo, H.P. (Ed.) ( 198 1). Black families. Beverly Hills: Sage.
58

McAdoo, H.P. (Ed.) ( 1988). Black families (2nd ed.). Beverly Hills: Sage.
McAdoo, H.P. (1992). Stress levels, family help patterns, and religiosity in
middle and working class African American single mothers. In J .L.
McAdoo (Ed.), Empirical research on Black psychology: Conference
ix. Michigan State University

McGadney, B.F. ( 1992). Stressors and social supports as predictors of
burden for Black and White caregivers of elders with dementia.

Unpublished dissertation. Chicago: The University of Chicago.
McKay, N.Y. ( 1989). Nineteenth-century Black women's spiritual
autobiographies: Religious faith and self-empowerment. In Personal
Narratives Group (Eds.), Interpreting women 's lives: Feminist theory
and personal narrative. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Moynihan, D.P. ( 1965). The Negro family: The case for national action.
Office of Policy Planning and Research. United States Department of
Labor.
Mutran, E. ( 1985). Intergenerational family supports among Blacks and
Whites: Response to culture or to socioeconomic differences. Journal
of Gerontology, 40(3), 382-389.

Neighbors, H., Jackson, J., Bowman, P. & Gurin, G. ( 1983). Stress, coping
59

and Black mental health: Preliminary findings from a national study.

Newbury Park, NJ: Sage.
Nobles, W.W. , & Goddard, L.L. (1986). Understanding the Blackfamily: A
guide for scholarship and research. Oakland, CA: Institute for the

Advanced Study of Black Family Life and Culture.
Petchers, M.K., & Milligan, S.E. (1987). Social networks and social support
among Black elderly: A health care resource. Social Work in Health
Care, 12, 103-117.

Smerglia, V.L., Deimling, G.T., & Barresi, C.M. (1988). Black/White family
comparisons in helping and decision making networks of impaired
elderly. Family Relations 37, 305-309.
Stack, C. (1974). All our kin: Strategies for survival in the Black community.
New York: Harper & Row.
Staples, R. ( 1 991). The Black family: Essays and studies (4th ed.). Belmont:
Wadsworth.
Staples. R. & Johnson, L.B. (2005). Blackfamilies at the crossroads:
Challenge and prospects (rev. ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Sudarkasa, N. (1980). African and Afro-American family structure: A
companson.
60

The Black Scholar, 11, 37-58.

Taylor, R.J. (1985). The extended family as a source of support to elderly
Blacks. The Gerontologist, 25(4), 488-495.
Taylor, R.J. (1 986). Receipt of support from family among Black
Americans: Demographics and familial differences. Journal of
Marriage and theFamily, 48, 67-77.

Taylor, R.J. (Ed.). (2002). Minority families in the United States: A
multicultural perspective (3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall.

Taylor, R.J ., & Chatters, L.M. (1986). Church-based informal support
Among elderly Blacks. The Gerontologist, 26(6) , 637-642.
Taylor, R.J ., Chatters, L.M., & Mays, V .M. (1988). Parents, children, in
laws, and non-kin as sources of emergency assistance to Black
Americans. Family Relations, 37, 298-304.
Taylor, R.J., Chatters, L.M., Tucker, M.B., & Lewis, E. (1990).
Developments in research on Black families: A decade review.
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 52, 993-1014.

Taylor, R.J., & Chatters, L.M. ( 1 991). Extended family networks of older
Black adults. Journal of Gerontology: Social Sciences, 46, 2 1 0-217.
Taylor, R.J., Hardison, C.B., Chatters, L.M. (1996). Kin and non-kin as
61

sources of informal assistance. In H.W. Neighbors & J.S.
Jackson (Eds.), Mental health in Black America. Thousand
Oaks: Sage.
U.S. Bureau of the Census. (2000). Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

62

APPENDICES

63

Survey on Attitudes toward Economic Stability and Economic Mobility
Among Employed Black Families in t�e Greater Miami Area (AMiami Survey@ )
Stan L. Bowie, Ph.D.
The University of Tennessee
College of Social Work

Part I: Demograph ic, personal, and family backg round
This first section of the Miami Survey asks questions about your personal and
family background. Please put a check in the space where the answer applies to
you, or write in the proper answer.
1. ·

. Are you the head of your household?
A.
B.

Yes

No

2.

What year were you _born? 1 9

3.

Have you lived in the United States since 1 960?
A.
B.

4.

Yes

No

What is your gender?
A.
B.

6.

No

Were your parents born in the United States?
A.
8.

5.

Yes

Male
Female

What country were you born in?
A.
B.
- C.
D.
E.

United States
Bahamas
Cuba
Dominican Republic
Haiti
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F.

G.

H�

I.
J.
K.
L.
M.

Jamaica
Grenada
Trinidad-Tobago
Puerto Rico
Central American country (write name)
A South American _country (write name)
An African Country (write name)
Other (write name)

7.

How long have you lived in the Miami ar�a?

7A.

How many people live in your home? ___

8.

What were-your reasons for living or moving to the Miami area? Which of these
things were first, second, and third most important to you? (Put the number 1 , 2,
and 3 in the spaces below).

Years

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Close to work
Close to family
Close to friends
A good school system
Close to churches_
F.
Close to facilities or entertainment
The only place you could find
G.
H.
The only place you could afford
I.
A large apartment or house with enough rooms
J
Other.
. Explain_____________________________

9.
A.
8.
C.
1 0.

Compared with other places you have lived, is this area a lot better, about the
same, or worse.
A lot better
About the same
Worse
Do you own your home, pay rent, or what?

Own home
A.
Pay rent
8.
C.
Other.
Explain .____________________________
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11.

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

What is your religion?
Baptist
Methodist (CME, AME, Zion)

Methodist (United)
Catholic
Jehovah
Christian Scientist
Muslim or Moslem

H.
I.
J.
K.
I.
M.
N.

Seventh Day Adventist

Pentecostal
Episcopal
Presbyterian
Jewish
No religion
Other (Write in)

1 2.

What was (or is) your father=s main job? (Please specify in this space)

1 3.

What was (or is) yo·u r mother=s main job? (Please specify in this space) .

1 4.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
1 5.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
1 6.

· .When you were growing up, what d id you consider your family = s to be?
Lower class
Working class
Middle Class
Upper midd !e class
Upper class
What do you consider your class to be now?
. Lower class
Working class
Middle Class
Upper middle class
Upper class
What_ is your highest level of edu�tion or highest degree earned? .
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___ years
17.
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

What is the minimum amount of education that you expect for your
children to achieve?
High school
Vocational school
College (2-year)
College (4-year)
Grad uate/professional school
Do not have children

1 8.

How many adults live in your home that are working? ___

1 9.

How would you classify your job at Dade County HUD?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Professional
Technician
Police/Security servic�s
Para-professional
Office/Clerical
Skilled craftsman
Service maintenance

20.

What is your job title?

21 .

What is the overall family income for_ the year for all family members living
in the household? (Check one)

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.

0 - 4,999
5,000 - 9, 999
1 0,000 - 1 9,999
20,000 - 29, 999
30,000 - 39,999
40,000 - 49,999
50,000 - 59,999
60,000 - 69,999
70,000 - 79, 999
80,000 and above
Don=t know
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22.
A.
B.
C.
. D.
E.

In general, when your family members changed jobs, how did it work out? ·
Moved into a better job (More pay, greater authority)
Move into a similar position
Generally moved down in jobs
No job changes in last five years
They usually ended up unemployed

Part II : Religious Bonds
[Note: Items 24 - 27 are Religi�us Bond Scale variables. Related
variables are items 1_ 1 ,23, 49, and 50)
This section of the M iam i S u rvey asks q uestions about your
religious backg round. Please place a check i n the box that_ best
describes your rel ig ious · bel iefs and practices.
23.
A.
8.
C.
D.
E.
- F.
24.

How many times have you attended a religious service in the
last year?
__ · More than once a week
__ Once a week
__ 2 or 3 times a month
__ About once a month
__ Once or twice a year
__ None
When you have a problem, how important is it to you to be able
to rely ·on religious co·u nsel or teaching to help you with the
.
problem? .
.

A.
B.
C.
. D.

_____ Not at all important
__ A little i mportant
__ I mportant
__ Very i mportant

· 25.

How important i� it for you to believe in God?
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A.
B.
C.
D.

__ Not at all important
__ A little important
__ I mportant
__ Very important

26.

How important is it for you to turn to prayer when you are facing
a personal problem?

A.
B.
C.
D.

__ Not at all important
__ A little i mportant
__ I mportant
__ Very important

27.
A.
B.
C.
D.

How importa nt is it for you to attend relig ious services reg ularly?
__ Not at all important
__ A little important
__ I mportant
__ Very ·important
·Part Ill: Strength of Kin-Help Network

[Note: Items 28 - 30, and 32 :. 35 are Strength of Kin-Help. Scale
variables. A rel ated kin-help variable is item 3 1 .]
This section of the Miami Survey as ks questions to find out
about you r relations with close relatives, how you feel about
helping your relatives, and how close you are to them. Please
answer the question·s by placing a check in the s pace which
best describes h ow you feel, or what your fam i ly situation is.

·2a.

If you go out of your way to help a relative, would you :

A.

__ Expect them to always go out of their way for you
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.

B.
C.
D.

__ Expect them to help you out in return only in emergencies
__ Expect nothing in return
__ Don=t know

29.

Has the amount of assistance given to you by your relatives
increased , decreased , or remained about the same since you
have lived here?

A.
B.
C.

__ I ncreased
__ Decreased
__ Remained the same

30.

Has the amount of help or assistance you have given to your
relatives increased , decreased , or remained about the same
since you have lived here?

A.
B.
· C.

__ I ncreased
__ Decreased
__ Remained the same

31 .

Has your family ever had to borrow money just to make ends
meet?

A.
B.
C.

__ Yes, often
__ Yes, sometimes
__ No, never

32.

I n ·general, if you loan money to a close relative, do you expect
to get it back?

A.
- 8.
C.

__ Always expect to get it back
__ Usually e·xpect to get it back
__ Rare�y or never expect to get it back

33.

Do you· feel obligated to help family members who are less
fortunate than you?
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A.
B.
C.

__ Yes, without question

34.

In terms of your obligations to your relatives, do you feel that
you have:

A.
B.
C.
D.

__ Given more help than received

35.

If a person in your family Amakes it@ or Amoves up, @ how much
is he or she expected to share with the rest of the family?

A.
B.
C.
D.

__ A g reat deal of sharing is expected

__ Usually, it depends on the circumstances
__ Rarely, if ever

__ Received more help than given
__ Given about the same that you have received
__ Don=t know

__ Some sharing is expected
__ Very little sharing is expected
__ No sharing is expected

Part IV: Fam ily Bonds
[Note: Items 37, 38, 41 , 42, 44, 45 are Family Bond variables.
Related Family b9nd variables are items 8, 36, 39, 40, and 43]

36.

·I n general, how many relatives do you have that you feel close
to (please indicate the number) ______

37.

On average, how often do you see these clos� relatives?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

__ almost every day
__ Once or twice a .week
__ Once or twice a month
__ Every other month
__ A few times a year
__ Ab9ut once a year
__ Never
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38.

How often do you have contact with your relatives by telephone
or letter?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

__ almost every day
__ Once or twice a week
__ Once or twice a month
__ Every other month
__ A ·few times a year
__ About once a year
__ Never

39.

Where do most {more than half) of your immed iate family
members live? By immediate family, we mean you r parents,
children, brothers and sisters .

A.
B.
C.

__ In my household

o.·

E.
F.
G.
H.

__ In the same neighborhood
__ I N this same city
__ I n this same. country
__ I n this same state
__ I n another state
__ Outside the USA
__ N o im.med iate family

40. · How far, on average, do you live from your close re,l atives?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

-- O - 1 0 miles
-- 1 1 - 30 miles
-- 31 - 50 miles
-- 51 - 1 50 miles
-- More than 1 50 miles

4 1 . ' In general, do you feel that your contact with close relatives is:
A.
B.
C.

-- Too much
-- Too little

__ About right
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42.

Would you say your family members are very close in their
feelings to each other, fairly close, not too close, or not close at
all?

A.
B.
C.
D.

__ Very close

__ Fai rly close
__ Not too close
__ Not close at all

43. Do you have relatives or Aclose ki n @ currently living in South
Florida?
A.
B.

__ Yes
__ No

44.

How easy is it for you to visit your relatives? ·

A.
B.
· C.

__ Very easy

__ Somewhat difficult
__ Very difficult

45.

Ho� easy is it for your relatives to visit you?

A.
B.
C.

__ Very easy

__ Somewhat difficult
__ yery difficult
Pa rt V: G roup Identity

[Note: Items 46 - 48 group Identify variables.]
This next section of the M iami Su rvey asks questions abo ut the
social g roups that you a re involved with. Please check the
res ponse that best describes yo u r s ituation.
46. · When you participate in social or ,i nformal groups; are they:
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A.
8.
C.

__ Mostly White members
__ Mostly_ Black members
__ About the same number of Blacks and Whites

47.

Are most of your other activities held in g roups that are:

A.
8.
C.

__ All Black
__ Mostly White
__ About the same number of Blacks and Whites

48.

Has your participation in all-Bla�k groups increased , decreased ,
or remained the same.

A.
8.
C.
D.

. I ncreased
__ Decreased
__ About the same
__ Never participate in - all-Black groups

49. . Of those relatives you feel really close to, how ·m any are of the
same religion that you follow?
A.
8.
C.
D.

__ Nearly all of them
-- About half of them
-- A few of them
-- None of them

. 50. · When you think of your closest friends, how many are of the
same religion that you follow?

.

A.
8.
C.
D ..

__ Nearly all of them
-- About half of them
-- A few of them
-- . None of them
Part VI : 'I nd ividual Bonds

[Note: Items 51 - 61 are scale variables]
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This section of the Miam i Survey as k!fq uestions a bout how you
feel toward yo u r closest friend, the person in whom you most
trust and confide. There are no right or wrong answers. Check
. the best res ponse for each statement. ·c heck the best -response
for each statement.
51 .

I can count on this person to stand. by me.

A.
8.
C.

__ Not at all true

__ Sometimes true
__ Always true

52.

Sometimes makes me angry. ·

A.
8.
C.

__ Not at all true

__ Sometimes true
__ Always true

53.

Is sensitive to my. feelings and moods.

A.
8.
C.

__ Not at all true

__ Someti mes true
__ Always true

54.

Listens to my problems and worries

A.
8.
C.

__ Not at aH true

__ Someti mes true
__ Always true

55.

Thinks highly of what I _know and can do.

A.
8.
C.

__ Not at all true

__ Someti mes true
__ Always true

· 56 .

Sometimes makes me feel discouraged .
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A.
8.
C.

__ Not at all true
__ Sometimes true
__ Always true

57.

Often cheers me up·.

. A.
8.
C.
58.

__ Not at all true
__ Sometimes true
__ Always true
We see eye-to-eye on most things.

A.
· 8.
C.

__ Not at all true
__ Sometimes true
__ Always true

59.

We often have trou ble getti ng along ·at ti mes

A.
8.
C.

--,,-- Not at all true
__ Sometimes true
__ Always true

60.

We real ly enjoy spending time together.

A.
B.
. C.
61 .

__ Not at all true
__ Sometimes true
__ Always true
\f¥e get along better with each c;>ther when we keep our feelings

to ourselves.

__ Not at all true
A.
8.
__ Sometimes true
C. · __ Always true
Part VII : Perceived Opportu nity for U pward Mobi lity
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[Note: Items 64 - 74 are scale variables]
This section asks q uestions to fi nd out how you believe you will
do in certa i n situations and to find out you r expectations about
events in the futu re. Each q uestion has � 5-point scale to
measure you r bel iefs about events . . The n u m ber A1 " means
Ahigh ly l ikely. @ The n umber A3" means Amaybe.@ The number
5 means Ah igh ly u nlikely. @ The numbers between A2" and A4'''
mean that -you r beliefs are somewhere between Amaybe@ and
the high or low n u m ber. Circle one number for each question.
62.

1

In the future I expect .that I will be able to accomplish my goa' l s.

Highly
Likely

63.

1

1

1
Highly
Li��

66.

1

Highly .
Likely

I n the future I expect that 1 1 will be very good at learning new skills.
3

2

4

5
Highly
Likely

Maybe

I n the future I expect that I will find my efforts to change situations I don=t
like are effective.
3

2

5

4

Highly
Likely

Maybe

Highly
Likely

65.

5

4

Maybe

Highly
Likely

64.

3

2

I n the future I expect that I will get the promotions I deserve.
3

2

4

Maybe

In the future I expect that I will succeed in the projects -I undertake.
2

3
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4

5
Highly
Li��

5

67.
1

I n the future I expect that I will discover that li�e is getting much better.
2

1

1

2 -

1

1

3

5

4

Highly
· Likely

In �he future I expect that I will be successful in my own endeavors in the
long run.
2

3

4 -

Maybe

5
Highly
Likely

In the future I expect that I will be able to solve my own problems.
2

Highly
Likely

71 .

Highly
Likely

Maybe

Highly
Likely

70.

5

4

In the future I expect that I will succeed at most things I try.

Highly
Likely

69.

3
Maybe

Highly
Likely

68.

Highly
Likely

Maybe

Highly
Likely

3

4

Maybe

5
Highly ·
Likely

· In the future I expect that I will discover that I will discover that my plans
do work out very well,
2

3
78

4

5

Highly
Likely

72.

1

Maybe

I n the future I expect that I will attain the career goals I have set for myself.
2

Highly
Likely

73.

1

-1

3

4

Maybe

5
Highly
Likely

I n the future I expect that I will be a good judge of what it takes to get
ahead .
2

Highly
Likely

74.

Highly
Likely

3

4

5
Highly
Likely

. Maybe

In the future I expect that I will achieve recognition in my field or my
profession
2

Highly
Likely

3

4

Maybe

5
Highly
Likely

Part VI I I : Perceived Economic Stabi l ity
[Note: Items 75 - 8 1 are scale variables. Related Perceived
Economic Stability variables are items 1 5, 21 , 31 , 1 8 and 83]
In this next section, please express the amount of satisfaction that you
enjoy in each of the specified areas of your life by ci rcling one of the five
numbers after the questions below. The number A1 " means complete
satisfaction, the number A3" means moderate satisfaction, and the number
AS" means complete dissatisfaction.
75.

1

How satisfied are you with your standard of living?
2

3
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4

5

76.

How satisfied are you with your job?

1

3

2

Somewhat
Satisfied

2

Compietely
Satisfied

3

4 .

Somewhat'
Satisfied

2

Completely
Satisfied

3,

5
Completely
Dissatisfied

5

4

Somewhat
Satisfied

Completely
Dissatisfied

How satisfied are you wi�h your neighborhood?
2

Completely
Satisfied

3

4

Somewhat
Satisfied .

2

Completely
· Satisfied

3 ·
Somewhat
Satisfied

5
Completely
Dissati�fied

How satisfied are you with life in the United States?

1

82 .

Completely
Dissatisfied

How satisfied are you with your amount of education?

1

81 .

5

4

How satisfied are you with your savings?

1

80.

Completely
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Com pletely
Satisfied

79.

5

4

How satisfied are you with your housing?

1

78.

3

2

Com pletely
Satisfied

77.

Completely
Dissatisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

Completely
Satisfied

4

5

Com pletely
Dissatisfied

Would you say that your personal financial situation is getting better, about
80

the same, or getting worse?
A.
B.
C.
83.
A.
B.
C.

Getting better
About the same
Getting worse
How satisfied are you with your personal financial situation?
More or less satisfied
Pretty well satisfied
N ot satisfied at all

Part IX: Health and Ulness in the Fam i ly
. [Note : Items 84 - 96 are scale variables. A Health and I llness related
variables is item 85]
People often have health or physical problems. Have you or any of your
immed iate family members ever had any of these diseases or any of these
operations? If yes, how much is it a bother on a daily basis?
84 . .
A.
.B.
C.
D.

Arthritis
A great deal
A little
N ot at all
N ot � problem

85.

Cancer

A.
B.
C.
D.

-- A great deal

86.

Diabetes or Asugar@

A.
B.
C.
D.

__ A great deal
A little
-- · Not at all
Not a problem

A little
Not at all
N ot a problem

81

87.
A.

8.

C.
D.

Hypertension (High blood pressure)
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem

8.

Liver problems
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem

89.

Ki_d ney problems

88.
A.

C.
D.
. A.

8.

C.
D.
90.
A.

8.

C.
D.
91 .
A.

8.

C.
D.

· 92.
A.

8.

C.
D.

A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not · a problem
AFemale problems@
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem
Mastectomy
A great deal
A little
Not at all
a problem
Not
· -Hardening _of the arteries
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem

93.

Heart trouble

A.

__ A great deal

82

A little
Not at all
Not a problem

B.
C.
D.
94.

Sickle cell anemia

A.
B.
C.
D.
95.
A.
B.
C.
D.
96.
A.
B.
C.
D.
97.
A.
B.
C.

A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem
Stroke
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem
Nervous cond ition
A great deal
A little
Not at all
Not a problem
How satisfied are you with your health, in general?
Satisfied
Neutral
Dissatisfied
* * *

Thank You * * *
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Table 1
If Y? U_go out of way to help�dative would you:

I
:

Expect them to always go out
th�tr way for you
Expect them to help you out
only in . emergencies
Ex ct nothing in return
data

Male
; Percentage

I

Female
P·e r,c e ta e

6

6.4%

3

3 .2%

22

23.4%

22

23 .4%

57.4%

62

66.0%

----

Table 2 .
Has the amount of assistance given to you by your relatives increased,
deer �ed or remained about the same since you lived here? _

I
: Increased
Decreased
Remained the same
. data
-

I

· 14
13
64

84

Male

Percentage

I

1 4.9%
1 3.8%
68. 1%

20
19
53

-·

-

Female
Percenta e

21 .3%
20.2%
56.4%

Table 3
Has the amount of help or assistance you have given to your relatives
increased, decreased, or remained the same since you lived here?
Male

I

. Percentage

28
8

29.8%
. 8.5%
58.5%

,

Female

44
6

6.4%
43.6%

Table 4
Has your family ever had to �rrow money just to make ends meet?.
- -- ---

I
Yes, often
Yes, sometimes
No never·
Missing da�_

9
53
31
1

85

Male
Percentage

I

9.6%
56.4%
33.0%
1 . 1%

.4
64
25
1

Female
, Percenta e
I

4.3%
68. 1%
26.6%
1.1%

I

Table 5
In general, if you loan money to a close relative, do you expect to get
it back?

Always ex ct to get it back
Usually ex. ect to get it back
Rarely, or never expect to g�t
it back
! Missing data

I

Male

; Percentage :

I

Female

16
36
41

1 7.0%
3 8.3%
43 .6%

17
43
33

45 .7%
35. 1 %

1

1 . 1%

1

1.1%

Table 6
· Do you feel obligated to help family members who are less fortunate
than you?

1 Yes, without uestion
Usually, it depends on the
circumstances
Rarel , if ever

I 1

40
48

6 .

86

Male

Percentage

42.6%
5 1 . 1%

Female
I Percenta e
33 I
35 . 1 %
51 .
54.3%
--

7

· 1.4%

Table 7
-

-

ations to �Ollf ,:elatives., do you feel you ha�e:
/·
42

Male

I

Percentage
-

44.7%

I

I,

I

Female

Percenta- e 1

53

12

12.8%

10

23

24.5%

19

56.4%
I

- -

10.6%
20.2%

Table 8
If a person in your family "makes it" or "moves up," how much is he
or she ex ted to share with the rest of the family?

I
A great deal of sharing is

6

Some sharing is expected
Very little sharing is expected

23
25
40

ex ected

87

Male

Percentage

6.4%
24.5%
26.6%

----

Female
I Percenta e
2. 1%
2
20
19
49

2 1.3%
20.2%
52. 1%

Table 9
On average, how often do you see relatives tqat you feel close to?
Male

I
Once or twice a week
Once
� or twice a month
Even7 other month
A few times a year
About once a year

14
24
17
3
18
13

Percentage

14.9%
25.5%
18.1%
3.2%
19. 1%
13.8%
2. 1%

I

I
28
28
14
1!
3
14
5
-0-

Female
P'ercenta · e

1

29.8%
· 29.8%
14.9%
3.2%
14.9%
5.3%
-0-

-

-

--

Table 10
How often do you have contact with your relatives by telephone or
letter?

I
Once or twice a week
Once or twice a month
Every_q_ther month
A few times a xear
About once a year
Never
Missing data_
--

11
36
23
6
11
3
1
3

· gg

Male

--

Percentage

1 1 .7%
38.3%
24.5%
6.4%
1 1 .7%
3.2%
1 . 1%
3.2%
-

-

Female
i
i I Pereenta. e I
. 39
30
13
5·
5
-0.1
1

I

4 1 .5%
3 1 .9%
1 3.8% 5.3%
5.3%
-01.1%
1.1%

Table 1 1
How far, on average, do you live from your close relatives?

I
, 0 - 10 miles
1 1 - 30 miles
3 1 - 50 miles
5 1 - 150 miles
More than 150 miles

Male

Percentage·

-

I

-- -

55
16
5
1
13

45.7%
2 1.3%
2. 1%
2. 1%
24.5%

43

20 1,

2
2

-

--

-

-

Female

---- -

p·,e rcen'ta e

58.5%
17.0%
5.3%
1.1%
13.8%

--- - -

Table 12
In general, do you feel that your contact with close relatives is:

I
Too much
Too little
About right
Missing data

----

2
I 34
54
4

89

Male

Percentage

2. 1%
36.2%
57.4%
4.3%
--

-

I

I
5
19
70
-0-

Female
, Percenta e
5.3%
20.8%
74.5%
-0-

Table 1 3
Would you say that your family members are very close in their
feelings tQ_ ���h other, airly close, not too clo�'!_ or not close at all?
Male
F
I 5
1

Percentage

I

--

54.3%
34.0%
7.4%
2. 1%

32
7
2

57
31
3

-- -

Female
Perce ta e

60.6%
33 .0%
3 .2%

Tabl_e 14

f

Very �asy
Somewhat difficult

77

90

Male

-

Percentage

8 1 .9%
1 3.8%

Female

I . P-e rcenta e
77
16

8 1 .9%
1 7 . 0% . •

i

Table 15
our relatives to visit ou?
Male

-

Very easy
: Somewhat difficult
Ve , difficult
data
Total .

-

68
22
3

94

91

---

!

I

- -

Percentage

72.3%
23.4%
3.2%

100%

I

Female
Percenta - e

78
14
2·

83.0%
14.9%

94

100%

Table 16
--

Significant Correlations Between Selected Independent Variables and Strength of
Kin Support Network (S KSN) Variables
--

#

I

SKSN Correlations

Independent Variable

.r

p

-. 173

.019*

- -

1.

Gender

2a.

Income level

2b.

Income level

Variation in level of help given to
relatives
Extent family borrowed money to
make ends meet
Expectation of sharing by family
member who "makes it"
Variation in level of help given to
relatives
Expectation of money loaned to
relative being paid back
Extent family borrowed money to
make ends meet
---

3a.

I

I

I

Education level

3b. ! Education level
Importance of religious counsel
or teaching when facing a
problem
4b. Importance of prayer when
facing a personal problem
4c. Importance of prayer when
facing a personal problem
5a. Frequency of contact with
I relatives by telephone or letter
5b. Subjective perception of
frequency of contact with close
relatives
5c. Frequency of contact with
relatives b1 telephone or letter

4a.

Extent family borrowed money to
make ends meet
Perceive obligation to help family
member who are less fortunate
Variation in level of help given to
relatives
Perceived obligation to help family
members who are less fortunate
- -

.242

I

I

.002**

. 193

.013*

-. 196

.009**

.200

.007**

-. 1 9 1

.009**

-. 172

.020* :

-.208

.005**

. 148

.048*

- ---

Expectation of sharing by family
members who "makes it"

I

- -

-. 1 80

.025*

.151

.043*

* Significant at .05 level, 2-tailed test; ** Significant at .01 level, 2-tailed test

\
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